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REMARKS 

Claims 1-14 were cancelled in the Preliminary Amendment dated February 17, 
2005. Claims 15-24, 26, 27. 29, 30, and new claims 31 and 32 are currently pending. 
Claims 25 and 28 have been cancelled. 

In the Action from the Examiner dated May 14, 2008 claim 1 7 was objected to. It 
has been amended to address the objection. Claims 20 and 25 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §112. Claim 20 has been amended to eliminate the grounds for rejection. 
Specifically, new claims 31 and 32 set out the preferred temperatures previously 
included in claim 20. Claim 25 has been cancelled. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 25, 26, and 30 as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent 4,377,377 to Arends ("'377 Arends"). That reference 
discloses a thermoforming machine having opposed mold platens with a linkage system 
driven to cyclically shift the platens between their open and closed position. The 
platens "are slidably supported on posts 14, 16, and 18 for guided vertical movement. 
The platens 20 and 22 are slidably mounted on post 14 by full bearing assemblies 
designated generally 24 and 26 and are slideably supported on posts 16 and 18 by half- 
bearing assemblies designated generally 28 and 30. Half bearing assemblies 28 and 
30 are provided with adjustments 32 so that a precise seating of the assemblies on the 
posts can be achieved." See col. 2, line 66 - col. 3, line 7. 

Claims 15 has been amended to include a heat transmission barrier arranged 
between the first contacting means and the pressing means to minimize heat transfer 
therebetween. No such element is included in '377 Arends and this ground of rejection 
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of claims 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 25, 26 should be withdrawn. Because the subject matter of 

claim 28 is now included in Claim 15, Claim 28 has been cancelled. 

Claim 29 has been amended to include the step of minimizing heat transfer 
between the first contacting means and the pressing means by placing a heat 
transmission barrier therebetween. No such process step is disclosed in '377 Arends 
(or any of the other art cited by the Examiner) and this ground of rejection for claim 30 
should be withdrawn. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 15-21 and 24-30 as being obvious in view of 
the combination of U.S. patent publication 2001/00029714 to Lynch ("Lynch") and '377 
Arends. In order to satisfy the initial burden of establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness, the Examiner first must show that the prior art references teach or suggest 
all the claim limitations. See In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981, 180 U.S.P.Q. 580 (CCPA 
1974). See also M.P.E.P. §2143. 

Independent claims 15 and 29 have been amended to include a feature not 
taught or suggested in the references advanced by the Examiner or their combinations. 
The use of a heat transmission barrier between the two opposed platens to improve 
registration and dimensional control is nowhere suggested in the cited references. The 
effect of the barrier is that the heat transfer from the object is better controlled and the 
thermal movements of the contacting means are perpendicular to the pressing direction 
(Xas shown in Fig. 2), see page 10, lines 19-26, page 11, lines 3-11. This enhances 
the quality of the transferred pattern to the object and lowers the variations between 
devices produced in accordance with the invention. 
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There is nothing disclosed in '377 Arends regarding how the heat transferred 
from the objects should be controlled. Thus, there is nothing that would, or could, make 
it obvious to one skilled in the art to alter the thermoforming machine in '377 Arends in 
accordance with the invention according to claim 15. Similarly, the method of claim 29 
is not taught or suggested by the references alone or in combination. 

Lynch only discloses a method for forming wood composite articles, there is 
nothing disclosed in Lynch that the heat transferred from the products should be 
controlled. Thus, there is nothing that would have made it obvious to one skilled in the 
art to alter the thermoforming machine in '377 Arends with the teachings of Lynch and 
end up with a device set out in claim 15. The inventions according to independent 
claims 15 and 29 are not obvious in light of the combination of references advanced by 
the Examiner. Reconsideration of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner has asserted that it would be obvious in the art to cover the 
contacting means having a stamper with a thermal insulating material. Claim 15 states 
that the "heat transmission barrier is arranged between the first contacting means and 
the pressing means," this is not the same as that the contacting means being covered in 
insulating material. In addition, the objective problem is not to reduce the energy costs 
of production but to enhance the quality of the transferred pattern to the object and to 
lower the variations of the device. Neither the cited prior art nor its combinations 
disclose such a result from placing the thermal barrier in the location set out in claims 
15 and 29. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 22 and 23 as being obvious in view of the 
combination of U.S. Patent Publication 2001/00029714 to Lynch ("Lynch"), '377 
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Arends," and U.S. Patent 6,325,609 to Shimada ("'609 Shimada"). The latter reference 
merely discloses a compression molding machine for powdered material that includes a 
pressure sensor. Claims 22 and 23 are dependent on Claim 15 described above and 
are allowable over this combination because none of the three references teach or 
disclose a combination having a heat transmission barrier arranged between the first 
contacting means and the pressing means. As such, the prior art combination 
advanced by the Examiner does not support a rejection of the amended claims. 

Reconsideration of the claims of this application are respectfully requested. 

If there are any fees due in connection with the filing of this amendment, please 
charge the fees to Deposit Account No. 06-091 6. If a fee is required for an extension of 
time under 37 C.F.R. § 1 .136 not accounted for above, such an extension is requested 
and the fee should also be charged to our deposit account. 
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